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One of the major problems of a supervising parole officer is to evaluate the work of the officers under his supervision. The task is complicated by inequalities in the case load, by differences in types of parolees, by variations in territories in regard to size and socio-economic characteristics, and by variable travel requirements. Any attempt to evaluate the parole officer's performance must give due consideration to these variables and must debit and credit each officer without prejudice or bias.
With all these requirements it is apparent that a parole officer's Proficiency Index, if it is to be effective, must be both sweeping in its application and exact to the point of fineness at the same time.
The Proficiency Index proposed here is based on the parole prediction tables. Normally, the parole prediction tables are considered as merely an actuarial basis for predicting the probability of a parolee's success or failure on parole. But in this instance, it is carried further and used to indicate the success or failure of a parole officer with his parolees.
THE UNADJUSTED PROFICIENCY SCORE
This is how it works. Parole Officer A has a monthly average case load of 130 parolees. During the year 60 parolees completed their parole successfully and 48 were returned to prison as parole violators or new commitments. There were also 84 parolees listed as absconders. Each of these parolees was given a prediction rating as to his probable success or failure prior to his release from prison.
On the basis of these ratings a prediction table is made up and each of the parolees-the 60 successes and 48 failures-is listed in the table according to his prediction scores. The table is as follows: (509) is divided by the base score 450, and multiplied by 100, his unadjusted proficiency rating is shown to be 113.1. The immediate impression is that Officer A has surpassed the prediction table in the number of his parole successes. But there are the 84 absconding parolees, which must be accounted for and there are other adjustments which must be made in order that his performance may be compared on an equal basis with the performance of his fellow workers.
SOURCE OF PRIMARY DATA
For the purpose of this article, there will be seven parole officers on the staff, A, B, C, D, E, F, and G. The primary data which supplies the material for making up the Proficiency Index will be found in Table II. It is customary for parole officers to send weekly or monthly reports to their home office in which they submit information that is pertinent to their work, such as case load, hours spent in the field, hours spent traveling, calls made, overtime hours expended, etc. It is from these reports that the data for Table II 
THE WORK LOAD INDEX
The method for obtaining the basic unadjusted proficiency score has been established. Next comes the adjustment for work-load. The category "work-load" combines the factors of case load and size of territory.
It is not difficult to determine the size of the case load, but obviously the size of the territory cannot be stated directly in mathematical terms. However, for the purposes of calculating the work-load, there is a method of giving proper weight to the size of territory. For instance, an officer with a large territory or a large case load, or both, will expend considerable time in traveling. It is reasonable to assume that an officer with a large case load and a small territory will have as large a work-load as one with a small case load and a large territory. It is apparent, then, that hours spent traveling is interrelated with both case load and the size of the territory. Consequently, in Table III 
WEIGHTED ABSCONDERS' SCORE
One of these adjustments is for the number of absconders. It should be recalled that Officer A had 60 parole successes, 48 parole failures and 84 absconders.
It would be possible to divide the number of absconders by the officer's work-load score and get a rough idea of the adjustment to be made. But a closer approach to reality requires the weighting of each absconder by his parole prediction score, summing up the weighted number of absconders and then dividing by the work-load score. This procedure is carried out in Table IV. RATIO OF OVERTIME TO WORK-LOAD Another factor to be considered is that of overtime hours expended in doing parole work. By the very nature of the work there will be overtime hours. Their number in proportion to work-load is a good criterion as to the efficient and judicious use of both regular and extra hours. Table V shows overtime hours divided by work-load score, multiplied by 100. This completes the preliminary steps in setting up the various adjustment factors. Since the absconders indcx and the overtime index affect the unadjusted Proficiency Index in the same manner, they will be combined so that only one adjustment will be necessary for these two factors. They will be combined by multiplying the score for absconders by the score for overtime and then taking the square root. (See Table VI Particular attention should be given to the amount of, adjustment to be made on the unadjusted Proficiency Index by the abscondersovertime index. All those officers whose scores in the absconders-overtime index were above the median are either having too many parolees abscond, or are expending too many overtime hours-or both factors may be in excess. In any event, the unadjusted proficiency score will be adjusted down in proportion to the degree that the absconders-overtime score exceeds the median, or base 100.0. For those whose score is below the median, the reasoning is reversed and their proficiency score will be increased. In the event an officer is not using enough overtime hours to meet the requirements of his work-load the results will show up not only in the increased number of absconders but also in a low unadjusted proficiency score.
THE ADJUSTED PROFICIENCY INDEX AND ANALYSIS
We are now ready to make the needed adjustments to the basic unadjusted proficiency scores. In Table VII median number-48. In other words, they both had 96 absconders. Following this lead-after these 96 have been weighted for parole prediction scores and adjusted for work-load, they are still excessively high in number. The assumption so far is that if these two officers had apprehended more of their parole violators and had taken them into custody their unadjusted proficiency scores would not have been so high and also, their score on account of absconders would have been lower.
Referring to Table II again and considering the list of overtime hours, Officer B had the highest amount of overtime, while Officer E was fairly low. However, adjusting the overtime figures by the workload still finds them above the median. The final conclusion for these two officers is that in spite of a large amount of overtime expended they are having too many absconders. The same analysis can be made for each officer. The cases of Officers D and G, offer an interesting comparison. They have practically the same work-load and the same score in the absconders index, however Officer D not only started with a higher unadjusted Proficiency Index score, but also required less overtime hours than G so that his final score is considerably higher. This is a good example of how nicely the Proficiency Index takes into consideration the individual's particular weakness or strength in the final analysis.
THE PROFICIENCY INDEX AND PAROLE VARIABLES
The foregoing brings up for consideration the variables mentioned in the first paragraph of this article. Does the Proficiency Index give due consideration to these variables?
The variable "inequalities in the case load" and variations in the
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size of territories were properly considered when combined into workload. Differences in types of parolees were equalized by use of the parole prediction table in calculating the basic unadjusted proficiency score for parole successes and failures. The same is true for weighting the number of absconders. Variable travel requirements are interrelated with case load and the size of territory and are covered by work-load.
Variations in the socio-economic characteristics is the final variable to be considered. This, too, can be covered by the parole prediction table if the socio-economic characteristics are made factors in the prediction tables. Clark Tibbitts 2 borrowed eighteen factors from the Burgess System and added four of his own, one of which was the type of neighborhood to which the parolee was paroled, so that regardless of what type of territory a parole officer may have, the parole prediction score makes allowance for it.
THE EFFECTS OF THE PROFICIENCY INDEX
What will be the effect of the Proficiency Index on the parole officer's work? For those who are capable and are really working at their profession, it will make no difference unless the spirit of competition stimulates them to attempt to, gain the highest proficiency rating. For the others, the proficiency index may play havoc with their careers.
In the realm of parole, as in all other government work, there are some political appointees who are riding on the "gravy train." There are, too, a few parole officers with civil service security who are taking advantage of that security and are "gold-bricking" on the job. Then there are those who on the surface are doing a good job as parole officers, but who in the cold logic of mathematical reality are actually falling short of the mark. With these various groups of parole officers the Proficiency Index would cause some changes to, be made--changes that would mean improvement in professional action or changes in vocation. That is as it should be; society cannot afford to pay for less than the best from its parole officers.
As for the supervising parole officers, the Proficiency Index would take them off the "spot." Each man under his supervision would make his own Proficiency Index score. The rating of subordinates is a disagreeable job at best for supervisors and it becomes especially so when a bad rating must be given. By the same token the parole officer with the low score cannot claim personal animosity, prejudice or bias on the [Vol. 41 part of the supervising parole officer. In the final analysis, the supervisor has more time to devote to actual supervision and helping with particular problems, and he will feel freer in his relations with those under him.
From an administrative point of view, the Proficiency Index provides a self-operating rating system. Furthermore, the Index will mean that the parole staff will put forth greater effort for efficient and effective parole work, which should result in more parolee successes and less absconding. From the financial side, too, there should be considerable saving in the amount of overtime, and in a large staff of parole officers that can mean a large sum.
Of course, there is the cost of setting up the parole prediction tables and of working up the Proficiency Index. Assuming that an additional sociologist is added to the staff for this purpose, the gains in the parole department alone would more than offset his salary. In fact, from the financial side, the cost should be negligible.
Another big advantage of the Proficiency Index is its simplicity and ease of application. All that is needed is IBM equipment and a clerk to do the posting and a few calculations. Even the parole prediction technique is simple in principle, but care is required in making the required selection and analysis of the factors.
